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evidenced by pre- and posttest scores in the BSCS Third Quarterly
Chievement Tes*. The experiment was carried out with ninth and t=2nth
arade public school children enrolled in Green Version PRiology (BSCS)
within a 50-mile radius of Philadelphia and 21 of the 38 teachers
invited to participate accepted. The paired-comparison technique was
used, enabling frequencies to be tallied, and results were also
analyzed and cross-validated. Detailed results, set out in eight
tables, indicate that students recognize some teacher behaviors
associated with student gain and that their opinions are stable, bu*
there appeared to be no significart relationship between student
opinion and student gain. It is recommended that the instrument he
used in teacher training, in the development of standard definitions
of teacher behavior, and to indicate different teaching patterns in
relation to class gain. An appendix lists items used in the study and
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are attached. (MBRM)

e

[‘
|
{
|
4
|
i




ED0 39170

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INSTRUMENT
DESIGNED TO SECURE

STUDENT ASSESSMENT OF TEACHING BEHAVIORS

: ‘THAT CORRSLATE WITH OBJECTIVE MEASURES

j | OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

by

STEPHEN H. DAVIDOFF )
Research Associate -

Office of Researxch and Evaluati
~  School District of Philadelphi

o~
Wai
a

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION GRIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.

Harci. 1870




v

by
o

INTRODUCTION

Because students interact with instructional materials, judgments
are made about the materials and how they are presented. Students,
therefore, could give feedback to educators concerning the merits of
the materials and their presentation. Some recent findings (e.g.,
Fortune, 1965; Morsh, 1956; Podlogar, Rosenshine, and Gage, 1967) seem
to indicate that student evaluations of teaching behaviors may be a
correlate of pupil gain. Unfortunately, students rarely reveal these
_judgments to teachers. Were this done, one might ask whether the effects
of pupil-teacher interaction on pupil scholastic achievement would change.
The primary task of this investigation was the development of an instru-
ment that would reveal student assessments'of ‘teacher behavior

In order’ to determlne if student opinion of selec ted teacher
behaviors ‘was a correlate of student gain, the following questions were
" investigated.

1. Can students recognize and assess teacher behaviors which
have been empirically associated with student achievement?

2. Can an instrument which will secure student assessments of
teacher behaviors be devvloPed?

3. How stable are student assessments of teacher behaviors?
4. Which dimensions of the study instrument correlate
significantly with objective measures of student
- achievement? .

The following assumptions were made:

1. Teacher behavior is observable. Therefore, it may be
recorded and categorized. : .

2. The teacher is in a position to exert a greater influence
for achievement in his course than any other individual
in the school. ' :

3. By virtue of daily exposure and as the recipients of
instruction, students are in the unique position of
being able to provide the most valuable feedback dealing
with teacher behavior

Definitions : : o o

1. sStudent Achievement . . . The difierence betwean the nre-
and posttest scores on the Thiird Quarterly Achievement Test,




Gyeen Version B. S. C. S. Examination

2. High and Low Gainers . . . students wvhose scores place
them in either the upper or lower 27 percent of. the group.

3, Student Assessment . . . the frequency of selection of a '
~given item of the gtudy instrument.

-

4. Frequent and infrequent selections . .'. For two
administrations of the study instrument, items selected
five or more times are considered frequent selections.
Those selected less than five timesé are infrequent selec-
tiong. :

§. Teacher behavior . . . "the behavizr . . »
or activities of persons as they go about doing what is
required of teachers, particularly those activities which
are concerned with the guidance or direction of the learning
of others (within a given discipline)" (Ryan, 1960, p. 15).

Following the format suggested by Tylex (1934) for evaluating
human behavior, the study consisted of four major phases: ,

1. Defining the behavior to be assessed.
2. Determining the situations in which it may be expressed.

3. Developing an instrument to record .the behaviors in these
situations. ‘ SR

4. 'Testing the validity of the instrument.
Phase I: Defining Teacher Behaviors for the Current'xnvestigation
In order to limit this phase to a manageable task, the
following criteria were employed:
The teacher behaviorg selected for the construction of

items for the study instrument were to be definable, observable, record-
able, and empirically related to student gain. o

Therefore, the findings of the major investigators which
attempted to relate teacher behavior to student gain were utilized in the
construction of items for the study instrument. A listing of the behaviors
that fulfilied this criteria and the studies from which they came may
be found in Appendix A. '
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Although these behavicrs appear to distinguisgh between teachers,
there were many inconsistencies. Therefore, they could
only provide crude guidelines for the construction of items.

Phase II: Determining the Situations .

id
.

The relationship between teacher-behavior as previously

. defined and teacher influence on achievement {(i.e., Assumption 2)

indicated that the situation in which the defined teacher behavior is

expressed is the daily classroom interaction between the teacher and the
pupil. ' '

Phase IIf: Constructing the Ingtrument

| The principles and considerations utilized in the construction
of the study instrument were as follows:

1. Application of the study criteria to teacher-behavior-
student-gain investigations for the purpcose of identifying relevant
teacher behaviors and the construction of items from the identified -
behaviors. | |

-

2. Revision of items via recommendation of a committee of
" experts. : s

3. Establishment 5f six non-related items to test the
study criteria. It was hypothesized that there would
be no significant relationship between student responses
to these items and pupil gain. '

4. Because of the relative ease of construction, elimination
~of halo effect and leniency tendency, greater objectivity
and simplification of judgments required of the respondent,
' the paired~comparison technique was selected as the
- ' instrument format for this investigation. The paired-
comparison technique groups behavioral statements together
and requires the respondent to compare two statements .
at a time. The respondent is required to select one
member of the pair which best describes recent lessons.
From these selections, frequencies may be tallied and
tho behaviors ranked according to their frequency.

5. Three forms of the instrument were constructed by
randomizing the items in each form. In this way, control
was gained over "order of item" as a direct factor in
influencing the respondent (Rossg, 1932).




6. A pilot study was conducted to test the readability and
stability of the instrument. Two classes of tenth
graders. having the same teacher, and enrolled in Green
Version B. S. C. S. were utilized (N = 49).

Only four students selected a word or an item which they
indicated they could not understand.. Therefore, the instrument appears .
to have been readable. .

’

There were no significant differences between student
assessments from the first to the second administration of the Pilot

‘Instrument. Utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA, the values of H ranged

from .03 to .43. With df =k -1 =1, a value of 3.84 is needed for
significance at .05 level. Therefore, differences obtained between the
twe administrations of the instrument could be attributed to chance

‘variations which are to be expected from different samples of the same

population.

Kendall's Tau coefficient was sslected to measure the degree
of association between the Rankings of Time 1 and Time 2. Tau = ,71
which is significant beyond the .0l level. Therefore, some student

 assessrents were stable over time.

Considering that only 48 hours had elapsed between adminis-
trations, 29 percent of the ranks were changing from Time 1 to Time 2.
In order to eliminate unstable items, the instrument was analyzed by
student's t-test and those items which fluctuated significantly
(p < .10) were discarded. The 18 surviving items were reorganized into

the final instrument. These items are shown in Appendix A preceded by

an *, .Once again, the.tables developed by Ross (1932) were empioyed in
constructing three equivalent forms of the instrument. =

FINAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE STUDY INSTRUMENT
Phase IV: Testing the Validity of the Instrument

.  full scale validation of the instrument was not attempted
in this investigation (e.g., concurrent validity). Estimates of validity
were determined via a cross-validaticn technique.

The subjects were ninth and tenth grade public schiool
children enrolled in Green Version Biology (B. 8. C. 8.). All available
teachers of first and socond class districis within fifty niles of
Philadelphia were invited to participate and. 21 of 38 accepted. Only
one teacher withdrew during the investigation. One intact class from
gach instyuctor's rostar was sclected via a random number table. Each
teacher dsvoted approximately 2,400 minutes of instruction to the gselected
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chapters. Two equivalent forms of the BSCS Third Quarter Achiavement

Test were available for pre—and posttesting. The designation of a

form as either pre— or posttest was randomized. The student opinicn

instrument was administered twice during the course of the unit. The "
days on which the classes reacted to the instrument were randomized.

. °
[ 4

Treatment of Data

(a) Achievement Test . . . The difference beiween the
posttest scores and the pretest scores constituted the
criterion of achievement for a given student. s °

(b) Initial Class Standings . . . ANOVA of the pre-test
means indicated that there were significant (p<.0l)

initial differences between classes. This datum
Iis summa:ized in Table 1. ‘

TABLE 1

ANOVA OF PRETEST PERFORMANCE OF PARTICIPATING CLASSES

.-

o

SOURCE OF VARIATION as . ss MS F
Between Classes ‘ - 19 2130.82 112.14 7.04%%
Within Classes ' 525 8351.18 15.90
TOTAL . 544 10482
**p<,.0l
Tukey's Tests (i.e., significant gap, straggleyss and excessive ‘ ‘

variability) revealed that the classes clustered into Two Groups. The

intact classes of each Group were not significantly different fxrom each
other but there were significant differences between Groups. Each

intact class within a Group was then assigned to either the item analysis
plhase, cross-validation phese or rechack phase. This was accomplished

by dividing a Group into two subsanples. One subsawple of intact classes,
from each Croup was assigned to a particilar phase. In this way, each
Group was represented in each phase. The criteria for phase assignment




was that all classes used in the crcss-validation phase had tb have
taken the same form of the pra-test and posttest (e.g., all claeses

used form S as a pre~test. The same classes used form R as a posttest) .

Failure to employ this criteria would have made correction for atten-

uation impossible.

TABLE 2

PHASE ASSIGNMENTS

These assignments are summarized in Table 2.

GROUP ITEM ANALYSIS PHASE CROSS VALIDATION PHASE RECHECK
- PHASE
I Sub-Sample A (N=100)2 | Sub-Sample B(N=126) Sub~Sample
(Classes 1,2,3,4,8, {Classes 10,11, 15, A (N=184)
9,12) 13,19) (Classes 1,
2:3,4,8,9,
12)
a ]
11 Sub-Sample C(Nw 64) Sub~Sample D(N=76) Sub-Sample
{classes 5,6,16,17) (Classes 7,14,20) C (N=103)
{Classes 5,6,
16,17)

a N's used in the item analysis phase are equal to 54% of available

students in those classes.

phases are all available students in those classes.

The N's for cross-validation and recheck

- (¢) Student Opinion Instrument--After two aduinistrations,
the frequency of item selection was computed as a
measure of pupil assessment.
to evaluate consistency over time.
Tau = .94 for the entire instrument.

Kendall's Tau was employed
Acxoss all classes,




TABLE 3

TAU FOR THE ENTIRE INSTRUMENT
(N = 550) B

e | |Elc|p|{B|lE |B |[E |F |[F |D |[C JCc|A (A A ID |B

SCALE {om?| om inPleve! in| in lev lev lev |in |om |om jev in |lev |om |in jom

Rank | 1 | 2 {3 4 sl 6| 7| 8| 9 |10 |10 [12 {13] 14 |15 |16 |17 (18 J

' Pau Coefficient .94

Aom = omnibus
bin = instruction
Cev = evaluation

(d) Test for Linearity--Three items were selected at random
and tested for linearity in oxder to determine if
product-moment coefficients were appropriate. The low
values of F (e.g. in each case F<1) indicated that the
column means did not deviate significantly from the
regression line. L \

(e)- Item Analysis Phase--The opinion résponses of the upper

- and lower 27 percent of Subsamples A (Group I) and C

' : {Group II) were analyzed to determine if items were
systematically selected or rejected (Flanagan, 1939).
geven itens were .ound to gsignificantly discriminate
between high and low gainers in either one or the other
subsample. No item discriminated across Subsamples
(i.e., Groups). These data are summarized in Table 4.




TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF NORMALIZED BISERIAL COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION
AS DETERMINED FROM THE PROPORTION OF RESPONSES IN UPPER
AND LOWER 27 PER CENT OF SUB~SAMPLES A AND C
CORRECTED FOR COARSE GROUPING
SCALE SUB-SAMPLE A SUB-SAMPLE C
(N = 100) (N = 64)
OMNIOUS
A . . .Starts new work. . . « 260 %% 174
B . . .Allows enough time. . . .072 062
C. ., .Friendly. . . $273%% G75
D . . .Organizes the lesson. . . .000 4,000
E . . W“Uses examples to help. . o 0075 .000
F . . .Answers our questions. . . .000 - L075°
INSTRUCTION
' A . . .States purposes. . . . 162 . «275% |
B . . .Shows us new ways. « . .162 236
C . . .Asks questions to whole class. ., .100 .000
D. . .Follows the rules. . . 137 .087
5 E . . .Reviews important ideas. . . .000 , «273
F . . .Speed of lesson comfortable. . . ,050 . 285%
EVALUATION
; A .’ . .Different sides of problems. . . .211% .1l2
B, . .Asks for evidence. . . $273% 119
C . . .Gives praise and encouragement, .162 112
D . . .Encourages interpretations. . . .037 .025
E . . .Does not make fun of answers. . .025 .087
F . . .Does not interrupt. . . <137 .162

* .05>p>.01
* p<,0l
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(f) Cross-Validation--The seven discriminating items
were crogs-validated using Subsample B (Group I)

POINT BISERIAL CORRELATICM COEFFICIENTS FOR SUB-SAMPLES B

and D (Group I).

Utilizing the point biserial

correlation coefficient and correcting for both
coarse grouping and attenuation, only two items

maintained their significance.

No item v»~»3

significant across Subsamples (i.e,; Groups).
These data are reported in Table 5.

TABLE S

AND D CORRECTED FOR COARSE GROUPING AND ATTENUATION

B T

g' INSTRUC-~ | INSTRUC~ | INSTRUC~ | EVALUATION |{EVALUATION
2 TION TION TION A B
% ITEMS | (NEW WORK) | (FRIENDLY) A E F (PROBLEMS) | (EVIDENCE)
: (PURPOSES)(REVIEWS) (SPEED) -
Sub- -
Sample "'.05 --06 -016 -005 -00 022* -01
D .
(N=126)
Sub-
S&mple ‘012. "'015 039** 007 005 003 012
D 4 LT .
(N= 76)
** p<, 01

* ,05>p>,01

Recheck Phase--The two significant items from the
cross~validation phase were re-evaluated using all
the students in Subsamples A (Group I) and C (Group II).
3 ‘ Neither item maintained its significance.

{q)

(See Table 6)
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TABLE 6

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION FOR THE RECHECK
PHASE OF THE INVESTIGATION

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION

Evaluation Instruction
Sub- A ~ A : '
Sample N . (Problems) (States o
. Purposes)
A 184 "~ .03
c 103 | S =2

Reliability of Student Assessments

In order to measure reliability, it was necessary to have two
independent measures, obtained from equivalent opinion forms for every
student. To satisfy these conditions, three equivalent forms of the
instrument were constructed and were administered twice. The Tau
coefficient of .94 represents the measure of agreement in rankings at
Time 1 with another set of rankings (obtained at Time 2) on an equlvalent
opinion obtained from each member of the same class.

"Validity of Student Assessments

(a) Content validity . . . the study's criteria of item
construction allowed for adequately sampling a
specified Universe of Content., With the exception

- of the "No~Relationship” Category, items like those
employed in the study instrument appeared to belong
in a measuring device which sought to obtain opinion
dealing with teacher behavior as defined by the study
criteria.

-

(b) Face Validity . . . Since pupils are in a position of

' nsting the relative freauency of teacher behav;or,
their assessment of these behaviors according to the
frequency of occurrence is valid. Therefore, in
terms of face validity, i.e., what an instrument
appears to measure, the student responses seem to

10

T ———
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- Summary of Findings "

1.

Conclusions

1,

(c) Predictive Validity . . . Since no consistent

‘represent their accurate answers relative to
pupil opinion concerning the issues raised by the
study instrument.

relationship was found between opinion and student
gain, the study instrument lacked significant
predictive validity. .

Of the seven items found to discriminate between high
and low gainers in either Group I or Group II (i.e.,
Item Analysis Phase), six were derived from observable,
definable, and recordable teacher behaviors which have
been empirically asséciated with student gain (p = .06).

There was no evidence to indicate that the pupil responses
obtained by the study instrument were not their true
opinions concerning the issues raised in the instrument
(e.g., face validity). '

Tau coefficient for the entire instrument was .94. This
is a measure of agreement between the rankings obtained
at Time 1 and those obtained at Time 2--across all
participating classes. This is significant beyond the .01
level.

(a) Seven items were seen to discriminate between high and
- low gainers in either one or the other group in the
item analysis phase. No item discriminated across

groups. S

(b) Two of the discriminating items maintained their
" significance in the cross-validation phase. MNeither
item discriminated across groups.

(c) Both of the cross-validated items failed to maintain
significance when rechecked using a different sample

Students seem to be able to recognize some teacher
behaviers which have been empirically asscciated with
student gain.

It is possible to build .an instrument which has face ana
content validity and which will secure student assessments
of teacher behavior.

11l
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and their ratings of college chemistry teacherg appears to differ with

3, Student opinion of teacher behaviors are very gtable
cver time (p<.0l).

4. There is no consistent significant relationship between
student opinion of teacher behaviors as measured by the
study instrument and student gain as measured by the
achievement test,

.« »
.

Discussion -

Is there a relaionship between student opinion of teachlng ,
behaviors and student gain? . : L

Pupil opinion of teaching behavior would seem to have a
low and inconsistent relationship with pupil's gain as measured by
the Achievement Test. Although these findings differ from Fortune (1966)
and Rosenhine (1967), who found student ratings of clarity of aims and
organization to be related to gain, students reacted to the Appraisal
Guide after they took the Achievement Test. It is possible that their
ratings of the lesson were influenced by their perception of how well
they achieved. 1If this is so, the students who achieved more might have
tended to rate clarity of presentation high. '

Remmer's (1963) assertion of a low and positive relationship
.20) between the mean objectively measured achievement of students

(r

the findings of this investigation. Although both the Purdue Rating
Scale and the current Student Opinion Instrument deal with pupil opinion,
the former requires a qualitative value judgment (i.e., scaled from
Excellent to Poor) whereas the latter solicits a quantitative value
judgment (i.e., select the member of the pair most true of recent les-
sons). Therefore, the investigations cannot be directly compared since
they had different aims and emplcved different measuring technlaues.

_Classroom Climate ~- A Rival Hypothesis

-

Failure of opinion items to maintain significance across groups
and phases of this investigation led to the formation of different class-
room climates accounting for student gain. This was evaluated by determin- ’ .
’ng if classes above the median gain tended to select items that classes
below this mark did not. Only one item (i.e., "This teacher asks questions
to the whole group before choosing a student to answer."), was selected |
consistently (i.e., seven of nine) by classes above the median gain. C .
Only one class below the median selected this as the most firequent behav1or
of their teachners.
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As a further evaluvation, the average class gain was
correlated with the average <laseg ranking of the opinion items. Only
one item was significant (r = -,52)., Six items correlated .30 or better
(with n = .19, an r = .43 is needed at the .05 level). These items may .
be somewhat suggestive of a classroom climate variable. The Evaluation
Scale, i.e., teccher feadback to students, had correlations which ranged
from .17 to -.52. As a whole it showed the strongest possibilities of
different climates. It is also interesting to note that these items wexe « |
the most stable items in the pilot study. Therefore, although the
data does not support a full commitment tc¢ the rival hypothesis, there

_seemed to be suggestive trends in this direction.

These findings are reported in Tables 7 and 8. _ .
TABLE 7

- THE ITEMS MOST FREQUENTLY SELECTED BY EACH CLASS

CLASS AVERAGE MOST FREQUENTLY SELECTED ITEMS
NUMBER GAIN OMNIBUS INSTRUCTION EVALUATION
12 0.3 F c - D :
8 9.0 A " E o B
5 9.0 r C D’
7 2.0 b C B
20 7.8 E C D
1 6.3 F c B
2 5.7 C B D
15 4.4 F C E
9 4.4 F e F
3 4.38 F B D
14 4.0 F C D
6 2,4 F F E
10 2,4 F E D
1) 2.1 F B D
19 2.1 F F C
13 1.7 F E -~ F
1€ 0.5 F E - B
17 0.3 F B D
4 0.0 ¥ B D
‘aMedian Score = 4.3, For this analysig, high geining classes were

those who scored above the median. Low gaining classes were those
who scored below the median. ' '




TABLE 8

CORRELATION BETWEEN AVERAGE CLASS ASSESSMENT | '
AND AVERAGE CLASS GAIN '

(N = 19) .

TTEMS A B c D E F
Omnibus .01 -.08 -.03 -.03 .34 -.33
Instruction .13 -.07 .31 -.11 .08 -,37
Evaluation -.52 .26 .30 «17 .17 -,20

Recommendations

1. Development of standard definitions in teacher behaviox
research. An examination of the current teachexr- ,
behavior-student~gain literatuare revealed inconsistencies
(e.g., Jayne, 1946; Spaulding, 1963; Flanders, 1960).
‘Since part of the problem may be caused by a lack of
standard i:finitions, there appears to be a need for a
"dictiouary"” of teacher behaviors that could be applied
to studies of teaching. Once defined, a number of the
basic studies could be profitably replicated in orderx
to determine if commonality of findings exist.

2., Utilization of the study instrument in teacher training
. and in-serve settings.

Although the study instrument lacked predictive validity,
it may still have value as a source of feedback to teachers. Itsg
high reliability and face validity could provide the instructor .
with information concerning the relative frequencies of certain
‘teacher behaviors. Based upon this information and the teacher's
objectives, changes in instructional techniques could be employed and
rechecked by a second administration of the instrument. . .

Additional use may be found in the area of teachei training.
Since the instrument contains items generally regarded as positive
teacher behaviors, it could provide descriptive feedback for the
student-teacher and indicate areas of behavior that should be employed
with greater frequency. :
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3.

Re-evaluation of the student opinion instrument within
the following contexts:

a)

b}

Determination if there is a relationship between

the mean achievement of a class and the mean class
assessments of the teacher--nolding initial ability
constant. It is possible that the instrument might
indicate different patterns of teaching among classes
which gain more and those which gain less--particularly
if the items are examined in combination rather than
singly. ’ |

It is possible that students who gain more may be
those who understand what the teacher is trying to
achieve during instruction. If this is the case,
it would be interesting to seec if agreement (or
disagreement) between pupil and teacher responses
on the study instructment is related to gain.
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INITIAL ITEMS AND THE STUDIES FROM WHICH THEY wERE DERIVED

) Items
k . ] Study Behavior
* 1. When we start new work, this teacher Moderate ,
helps us to see why the work is impor- Furst, Structuring
tant to all of us. 1967

2. This teacher listens carefully to our - Flanders, Indirect |

ideas and attempts to tie them in with 1960; Listening o }
her own. Furst, | i
1967; . !
Sears, ' |
1963
A 3. This teacher helps us to see things = Sears,
from several different points of view. 1963 Intellectual
4. This teacher feels that my ideas are Soar, Verbal Hostility
worthwhile. - 1966 and Criticisna
5. This teacher encourages me to take Furst, Pupil Participa-
: part -in classrocom activities. 1967; tion
' Flanders,
1960
* 6. This teacher allows us enough time Bellack, Pacing
to develop our thoughts and ideas. 1965; ‘
Furst,
1967

7. When the teacher starts a new part
of the lesseon, I receive enough
information to help me understand

%ﬂ : what is happening. It is neither Furst, Moderate ’ -
: too much nor too little information. 1967 Structuring
* 8. This teacher states the purposes Podlogar Clarity of Aims
of the lesson. Rosehshine, -
' 1967
9. This teacher quotes material from Jayne, Meaningiul
sources other than our textbook. 1946 Liscusgsion.




.A~1 Continued

18

ITEMS STUDY BEHAVIOR
10. This teacher's lectures are business- Spaulding,
like. They are right to the point. 1963 '’ Instructing
11. This teacher uses words that I ' can Fortune, Clarity of
understand. ' .1966; Presentation
Rosenshine,
1967
* 12. This teacher asks questions to the.
whole class before chocsing Morsh, Alertness
' students to answer. 1956 Factox
* 13. This teacher shows us new ways of Sears, Intellectual
looking at familiar things 1963 Behaviors
14. This teacher spends most of the Furst, Multiple
period in stating facts and ex- 1967; Cognitive
plaining them. Jayne, Levels
1946
* 15. This teacher wants us to follow the Spaulding, fhstructing
rules. He checks how we get our 1963 Behaviors
answers as well as the answer itself. : ; R
16. This teacher repeats key points. Hayes, Summarizing
1966 Bechaviors
- % 17. This teacher reviews important ideas Hayes, Sunmmarizing
and facts at the end of the lesson. 1966 Behaviors
* 18. This teacher's speed of conducting Furst, Moderate
the lesson is comfortable. It is 1967; Pacing
neither too fast nor too slow.: Bellack, ‘
1965
* 19. This teacher encourages us to look Sears, Intellectual
' at different sides of a problem beforel963
% we make up our minds.
* 20. This teacher asks for evidence in dayne, Meaningful
support of our ideas. 1946 Discussion
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A-1 Continued

ITEMS STUDY BEHAVIOR
* 21. This teacher gives us encouragement Furét, Positive ]
and praises our effort. He does not 1967; Immediate |
immediately criticize a wrong answer. Flanders, Feedback : ’
19€0 ‘
Indirect ’ :

Behavior

*# 22. When solving problems, this teacher en-

courages us to make interpretations Soar, * Unnamed
and apply them to new situations. 1966; Multiple~
Furst, Cognitive
1967 Levels
* 23, This teacher does not make fun of Soar, Verbal
my answers. 1966 Hostility
"% 24. This teacher does not interrupt me Furst, Pupil
until I have finished speaking. 1967 ~ Participation
A-2

ITEMS HYPOTHESIZED TO HAVE NO RELATIONSHIP TO LEARNING

ITEM SOURCE

. i
* 1. This teacher is friendly. ‘ Investigator .

* 2, The way this teacher organizes the lesson helps Fortune, 1966
' me to understand the ideas. . 3
3. This teacher gives fair grades. Remmex, 1963 '
4. This teacher defines new words, Investigator . M
* 5. This teacher uses many examples to help us leaxn. Morsh, 1956 ' %
i * Q. This teacher tries to ancwer 2ll couvr guestions, Morsh, 1955 %
i

ety




Directions:

Example

A

Remember:

STU

DY INSTRUMENT

STUDENT OFPINION FORM B

On the following pages are three groups of statements

representing things teachers do.

Examine all the

statements in a group by comparing them to each other

two at

a time.

Select the g&g_statement from each

pair which is the best description of recent lessons.

Circle your choice on the answer sheet.

A-This
B-This

C-This
A-This

A~-This
D-This

B-~This
C-This

teacher
teacher

teacher
teacher

teacher
teacher

teacher
teacher

3. Answer all questions.

often lectures.
gives outside readings.

gives fair tests.
often lectures.

often lectures.
rarely gives homework.

gives outside readings.
gives fair tests.

1. Read each pair of statements carefully.

2, Select only one member of each pair.

BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL.

Answer Sheet .
Group I

1.
2.
3.

4.

A or{?’
C orx
D

A or
B or C

FIGURE I

'This student believes (see Figure 1) that when A and B are compared,
B is more true of his teacher than A.
one statement from each peir.

In a similar manner, he selects

AS IN ALL RESEARCH DEALING WITH OPINIONS, YOUR INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES WILLi

R PR
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A-When ve start new work this teacher hslps us to see why the vork .

is impozrtant to all of ug,
B-This teacher allows us cncugh tims to develop our thoughts and

ideas.

F-This temchor tries to answer zll cur cuestions.
D-Tha way this teacher oxganizes the legson helps me to undezrstand

the idsas,

E-This teacher usas many examples to help us learn.
A-When wa start new work this teacher helps us to see why the work

is important to all of us. - | -

C-~This teacher is friendly. : ‘ o
B-This teachey allows usg ensugh tine to develop our thoughts and

ideas, N

E-This teacher usac many atamples to help us learn.
P-This teacher tries to answer 2ll our questions.

A=tthen w2 gtart new work this teacher helps us to seac why the work
is important te all of us, '
C-This teacher is friendly.

B-This teacher allows us enough time to develop our thoughta and

1deas. .
D-The woy this teacher crganizes the lesson holps me to unleorstand

the ideas.

L

~

P-This teacher tries to answer all our cquestions,
A-When we start new work this teacher helps us to see why the work

is important to 2all of usa,

D~Thaz way this teachar oréanizes the lesson helps me to understand
the ideags, L
C-This teacher is friendly. T s ' o

E-This teachsr useg many exanples to help us learn.
B-This teacher allows us encugh time to develop cux thoughts and

1dem3r.~

A-When we start new work this teacher helps ug to gce wﬁy the work

is inportant to all ef us. | L
D-The way thlis teacher organizes the lesson helps me to understand

the ideas.

C o

C-Thig teachsr 1s friendly. .
E-Thig teacher uscs many exanplez to help ve learn,




13,

14,

15.

. 16,

17,

18,

~ A-This teacher states the purposes of the leszon.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

B-Thig teacher allows ug caough time to develop our thoughte ard
ideasn,
pr-This toacher tries to answer all our questions.

D-The way this teacher organizes the lesson helps me to understand .
the ideas. ' '
E-This toachsr uses many cxeziples to holp ur learn.

.
[

C-This teacher is friendly. - >
P-Thig teacher trles to answer all oux queationa.

A-This teacher states tha purpoeas of the lesson, .
B-This teacher shows us new wcys of looking at familiar things.

P-Thig teachar's speed of conducting the lessnon 18 confortable. It !

is neither too fast nor tco slow. '
D-This teacher wants us to follow the rules. He checks how we get
our answers as well as the answer itaelf. -

"Thiﬂ taacher revievs imtortant ideas and facts at tho cnd of the
leszon,

C-This teacher asks questions to the uhole vlasa before chaoaing
studentz to angwer,
B-This tescher chews ug now wayn of looking at familiar things.

E-This teacher reviews impcrtant ideas and facts at the end of °
the lesson. .

F-Thls teacher's speed of conducting the lesscon ia ccmfortable.
It iz neither too fast nox too slow,

A-This teacher states the purposes of the lcsson.
C-This teacher asks questions to the uhole claas before choosing
students to angwery, .

B-Thig teacherx shows ug new ways of lcoking at familiaz things.
D-This teacher wants us to follow the rules. He checks how we
get our answers as well as the answer ltself.,

FP-Thig teacher's speed of conducting the lesson le comfortable,
It iz neither too fast nor too slow.
A-This teacher states the purposes of the lesson.

D-Thisg teacher wvants ug to follow the rulzs. He cheeks how we g@t
cur snovers ae well as the answer 1tsolf.

C-This teachor asks queﬁtions to the vhole class bafore chooﬂing
gtudents tco answer
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25,
26,

27,

28,

29,
30,
3.

32.

'33,

3,

35.

E-This teachsay raviaww inpvortant ideas and faotc at tha end mf
the lescon.
B-This teacher shows uy new wnya of loo”in; at femiliar tningm

A-This t0$¢hﬁ” statos ths purpocos of the lesson, .
D~Thig taxstar wantg us to follew thoe sules. Es chacke now va
got cur ancwers &3 wall as the snower itsaxf

C-Thie teachor eshks questionz to tha uhola olam@ b@fare chmasing
students to angwer,

E-This teoachir reviews important idcam anﬂ fnct@ at the exd ¢f
tha leszon.

B-This teacher shows us now ways of leokiny at frﬂiiia% things.

PThin teacher'e speed of conducting the lozssn s ccmfmrtab‘@.

It ig neithar too fast nor too slcw.

D-Thig teacher wvunts us to follow tho :ulas._ Fity chmcka how we get

cur answors &s wall ag tho answar itea3lf.
E-This teacher r@viova Izportant idoos anﬂ fact@ at th@ ana ef the
" loszon.

C-Thio teacher asks quastions to tha vhole clasa bafare choc
ctudants to answor,

P-This teachor's sp2asd of conducﬁirg the lemeon ig camfort&bla. It
i naithor too fant nor too alaw. )

A-This teachsar encourages us to look at different nidem of a pxoblcm
bafore wa nake up cur ninds,

 B=-Thig teachar asks for evidence in support of eur iﬁoam.

PoThic tcachor does not Inteyrupt po until ¥ hove finlehsd spasking.
D-thon colving prebleasm, this teachoy encourcges us tc.maka inter~
pretations and apply thea to now szituation.,

E-This teacher does not make fun of ay BNETOYC,. -

A-Thig teacher encourages uc to leok at gdifferent mid@m of & pxoblam
bofore we make up cur mindg,

C~This -toachar gives us encouragcaant ond prailses cur offozis, Ha
does not Imaediatoly criticize a wrong enswar,
B-This teschor asks for evidence In support of cur 1&@@6.

E-This toachsy does not make fun of my ancwsra. I
F-Thig teachsr deossg not interrupt mo until I have finishod ~peaking.

.
. [




36. A-This teachar encourages us to lock at different sides of a problem
bafore we make up our minds, '
C-This teacher gives up encouragcment and pralses our efforts. He
does not irmedilately criticize a wrong answar.

37. B-This teacher asks for evidence in support of eur’ ideas.
a D-than eolving probleas, this tescher encourages us to make inter-
pretations and apply thoa to new pltuations, . :

38, P-This teachor does not interrupt me until I have finished speaking.
A-Thig teacher encourages uas to look at different sides of a problem
bafore wa make up cuy minda,

39, D-When solving problems, this teacher encouxagesn ug to make inter-
pretations and apply them to new gituations,
C-This teacher glves us encouragement and praiees our efforts. He
dozs not immediztely critic ze a wrong answer. ‘

40, E-This teachor doss not make fun of my ANCWRL S, ‘
B-Thic teacher asks for evidence in support of our ideas.

1 : 41. A-Thiz teacher encourages us to leck at different sides of & problem
before we make up cuxr minds, .

D-when solving problems, thils teacher encourages us to make intere
pretations and apply thoxn to new gltuations. S

.42, C-This teacher gives us encouragement and praises our efforts., Re
does not irmediately criticize a wrong answer. S
E-This tescher does not make fun of my ancwers. - R

43, B-This teacher asks for evidence in support of our ideas,
P-This teachcr does not interrupt me until I have finished speaking.

44. D-When solving probleas, thls toncher encourages us to make inter.
pretations and apply thon to new situations. o
E-Thls teacher doez not make fun of my answoers.

45, C-This teacher glves us enconragement and praises our efforts. He
does not inmediately cirticize a wrong Answer. N |
P-This teacher does not intcrrupt me until I have finished speaking.
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